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This is in response to your letter of March 10, 1993, in which you expressed
your views regarding the Notice of Proposed Rule Making (Notice) in PR Docket
No. 92-235, 57 FR 54034 (1992). You are specifically concerned about the
potential impact of our final rules on radio remote controlled airplane
hobbyists.

Model airplane users have shared spectrum on a secondary basis with industrial
users for over 25, years. The low power industrial user and the radio control
model airplane hobbyists effectively share spectrum through geographic
separation. We are enclosing the Report and Order in GEN Docket 82-181, 47 FR
51875 (1982), which provided the current 50 channels for radio controlled
model airplanes. Until 1982, the only airplane channels were exactly co
channel with industrial users and, to the best of our knowledge, there has
never been a case of interference between these classes of users. The current
10 kHz spacing was implemented to allow a major expansion of channels
designated for radio control use and to protect radio controlled model
airplanes from fixed high power operations. This sharing arrangement allowed
the expansion of the model aeronautics industry.

The Commission is seeking to work with all parties to ensure that this
proceeding meets the objective of expanding capacity for private land mobile
radio users, without harming existing users of the spectrum. Following the
comment and reply comment periods, we will endeavour to adopt reasonable final
rules as soon as possible.

We want to thank you for your interest. Your letter will be included in the
formal record of this proceeding.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Shiben
Chief, Land Mobile & Microwave Division
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Mr. Doron Fertig
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M ST NW RM 5202
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Fertig:

I have recently been contacted by a large number of my constituents about the
FCC's proposed revisions to the Private Land Mobile Radio Services (Private Radio
Docket 92-235; FCC 92-469). These individuals are concerned about the possible
impact of this rulemaking on radio-controlled airplane, car and boat hobbyists.
After looking into the proposed rule change, I am concerned their rights to a small
segment of the radio spectrum are not being adequately protected.

I understand this ru1e wou1d open two new frequencies for use within 2.5 kHz of
the bands used by radio-control hobbyists. Further, this proposal would include
tolerances of 50 parts per million which, at 72 mHz, is the equivalent of 3.6 kHz.
With only a 2.5 kHz buffer, it appears that other users could, while operating within
allowed tolerances, directly overlap frequencies used by radio-control operators.
Even more interesting, it appears that with a total tolerance for the new frequencies
of approximately 7.2 kHz, two new channels operating within the proposed 5 kHz
separation could interfere with each other, not to mention the radio-control
operators sandwiched in between them.

The notice of proposed rulemaking from November 16, 1992 lists three main
objectives: creating more mobile communications capacity, protecting all existing
users, and providing a smooth, least cost transition to more efficient technologies. I
support each of these goals, but am very concerned that the FCC has, by not
adequately protecting radio-control frequencies, failed its own second objective. In
the previous decade radio-control users have, at great cost, increased the efficiency of
th~ir own transmitters and been limited to their current spectrum allocation.
Following their cooperation in this effort, I believe radio-control frequencies
deserve greater consideration and protection than the FCC appears to have ·given
them thus far in the rulemaking process.
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Documents I received from the FCC explaining the proposed rule highlight the
radio control channels being available for "unlicensed secondary" use while
underplaying the proposals inability to protect radio control channels. I believe this
is inappropriate for a Federal Agency which works for all Americans. The radio
spectrum belongs to all of us, and a portion of it must also be reserved for private
use.

At a minimum, I believe two changes are needed in this rule. First, efficiency
tolerances on the channels closest to those used by radio-control hobbyists must be
tightened to grea tly reduce the chance of interference. Second, while the FCC
explanation states that the channels closest to those used by radio-controlled
vehicles will be used for low wattage fixed sites such as factories, it is my
understanding that the actual rule is not as specific. To protect radio-control users
the rule must be specific that these channels cannot be used by mobile transmitters.

Radio-control hobbyists invest a great deal of time and money in their airplanes,
cars, and boats. They deserve to know they can operate them without fear of losing
this investment to outside interference. I understand that new technologies
increasingly require access to the radio spectrum but do not believe they should be
allowed to drive former users out.
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